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On January l&1994, President CXt&n commmd the United St&s to NATO’s eastward 

expanmq telling Cd Europe‘s leaders that it was not a question of “wherhet NATO will take 

The Pmsident*s de&ration came hard on the beak OfNATO’s approval of Clinton’s own 

“P-p for Peace” (PfP) initmt~ve, which extended NATO semrity cxqeration to ok 

natxms while efkctmely~ the question of a&al inembefship expansion. In less than a 

year, however, the U.S. would seemingly abandon this deliberate approach by pressmg fbr 

In December 1994, dually at the moment that Ruma was to forma&e its participation in 
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TheEurapeanS~~debaternAmenca~P~~~been~withinths~~ 

of NATO. The U.S. discussion of the who, when, whre, kuw, and why of expansion have ahmys 

assutnedthatthewhu?waaNATO. ExamhngtheEumpeansecuntysituationw&outsu&abias 

yidds a difkznt soh~tio~ While NATO remaim thecentfaIelen.wtinEmopeansemmty,its 

expnmn does not necessanly advance that -t-y: a NATO-champiomd F%P oflkrs gmter 

potential fm success. 

TbisanalysuoftheEumpean~~suehastwoparta: what~sthesecmty 

m? (e.g., why expand?) a& what ocgah&+) can satisijr that m? (e g., why 

expmdNATO7) Thelatter- ‘oncauthenbehrtkdiv&dtoaddresawhethetNATOis 

sultedtomeettbe rE!qbmmt and, ifnot? what am the altelllatlves? 



ennergentdelnoclaclesase~telyseekingseclnityguarantees. 

hthls~~til0s8nationshav8~totll0w&. +Ii%ey(andth%irwesterrn 

advocates)crte~~~argumentsfor~~~iatoWestem~~~ 

arrangm: (1) to counter the potential threat of a resurge non~hc Russia; (2) to 

stabilize the fegioq precluding violenc42 and its likely fepemssions; & (3) to furhex the 

degra~on of these states with the West and mnfixe theirintemal reti. 

lbsurgent Russia 

The fear of a Ruman “thre& k more t&n smply a holdovm suspcion Tom the Cold War. 

Tobesure&msstili-- andadegnxofsenfunea in~vorofconsolidatlngthe 

West’s Cold War victozyto mum our “gains,” but other concems exist. Rushis,afieraU,the 

largest and most powed country on the continent and it, like its neighbors, is going through 

intense tmmoil. The pot&ml fib-e of Ruma’s demmatk conversion fk&tens the formes 

Soviet ckats. Czech President VaclavHavel warns that the altemative to Ruman demxxaq 

will be a psencb-auihonh state! czxmhdq NATO.6 

The fhilure of Russian democracy is ehely possible. Indeed, Zbighw Brzezhki sew 

~~~c~~~~e~andca~~against~o~~~E~~s~~vacuumto 
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NATO expansion threatena Russia. Because ofih Cold War or&h, NATO alone among & of 

the candidat% organiz;ationrc could be 80 directly conhntatmnal. NATO is ~11 alliance not a 

coZkcffve secuniy system, a dutincha explained m Dr. Kissiugeh passage quoted at the 

begmnhgofthsessq. Itisofganrzedtoprote&itsmembersagamstexternfklaggressrton(a&in 

tbis~urighUy~tedspecificallytoco\mfnR~~psedeccsslorstate) Extend.+ 

NATO’s bourhries eastward tuxiehbly U&BI new dhidhg l&s in Europe and directly 

chaUengesRwsia,Admkh~&~htoz~cnotwithstanding.~ 

‘l&e oft-rep&d warnings of a Russtan right-wing b&lash to NATO expanslm have a 

basis. NolessaoauthorLtytbanGeorgeKemran~that~~theColdWarwhen 

confWedbyAmericanmilitansm,Mnsoow’shard-hgameduz NATOexpansion 

could prompt a self-m prophecy of an msive non-k RIMSUL~ Man&xi 

Woexner decked that European peace would be “difkuh, ifnot Impoersible” without Russian 

parhcipation - co&mMmn and excluszon am not likely to encourage gocuhll or cooperatior~~ 

An~~onnotto~NATois~ttheC~landE~sJtatesarenot 

=lyfixNATOmembex&p- Atprexnt,theirmilrtaryCommand,C~landComm~cat~ona 

(C3) systems, weapons, tactics, and organ&ions ate not compatible with those of NATO. Even 

the most advanced of these Btatea ia a long way &om meeting NATO military sta~dards.~ 

Economica&, these cmmtnes am hard pressed to modem&e their m&tar~es a& are not capabIe 

ofmeetutg~spendinglevels~byNATO~,m~~scmtecawotevenmeet 

their modest Par&zr&ip hr Peace (HP) obligations? Extend.+ nxxrh&ip to nations that 

cannot meet member&p obligations and tberefm do not contribute to the allknce% mutual 

setzasnty would only 9-e to drffuse its exi&ug power and weak= it overall. 
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Fmally,~tislliaarserisksov~Itsc~~. Expansioftcarrh?s 

s-cant stmtegic and budgetary implkxhons far the U S. and its allies. Allred ibrce ievels and 

military~ureswouldhavetobe~~mtatune~allmsmbePsareI;educmgtheK 

defabudg%ts. -,a-couldfindihlfinhpostionofmaking-ty 

promka lt can’t keep? Expansion tlxdens to sap NATO’s cambat power, hobble its declsuw- 

makinn,and~ittocornpleK~~itmiahtnat~ableto~olve.2P WillyClaqthenew 

~~~ofNATobas~outthattherrllirmce’s~~~isits~testassetand 

thataweakNATO~promoteiu&biIityratherthanmdu4ng~t.~ 

NATO Survivd 

Thesecondjustzficahonfizrc&oosingNATOasthemshment for-seclmty 

guaranteestotheeaatist.hatsuchafolewillperp&atethealhnce. Manypunditsarguethatthe 

ad of the Cold War has made NATO obsolete. Kissinger, warning of poG%le oqanizational 

atrophy, advocates NATO expansron as the meaus of restoring xts “v&&y.” ” Others agree, 

declaringthatNATOmust~~a~~b~arbecomevrelevanttandatguing~ 

sincethenew~~are~fiwntf#rsreoffbeColdWar,NATOm~adapt31 Still 

others,whoquateNATotoU.S. mfhencemEurope,promoteNATOexpanaionasameansfor 

keepiq@nen~engaged.33 

These~all~short,~~~~e~assunnethatNATOservesno 

purposemits~tfofmandcrrrxrmstance. A con&q wew allows NATO to r&m its baalc 

roleandpurposewithoutaggzssiveexpansionor~~ti~ 

Expansion does not guara&e that NATO will be eti greaerved or revhhed. As noted 

before, expansion could overextend the alliance. It could dissipate 1t.s shngth, complicate rts 
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d%cision-makingand~turepolitical-. cw 
. 

onth%int%maldiswrdarislngover 

NATO’s role in the Balkans, Man&& Wocxnex warned that “NATO will not surviw a second 

Yugoslavia.” I~inthe~~~of~MstableEastdoesnotprormsetobe 

easierthfmYugoslaviaafkdcouldwe&asWoerxxxpredi~ destrwythealliRnrse.% 

Theadaptatlonthat accapnpanieslNATOexpanshpreaentsanother~t: imnshmhon 

ikom an d&znce to a colkcti secwiy ~stem. Dr. Kissingeis dishcth betwee these two 

types of organkakms [see upenkg quotation] wams of the futility of the latter, yet this 18 prec~& 

the~beingadvoca~ In-- ItOt8that~tl-8lMfbRM~~~alreadyy, 

havingbegunwiththePfP.35 TransfarmingNAToto~the~~to~d~colledive~~~ 

. 
m of Central and Eastem Europe thea- the uZ&mce!s viability and its survival. 

The~thattheU.S.~~u~iatheabeenceofNATo~onttw,co~: 

firstinasrnmzingthatNATodiaappearaifitdoesn’te~andsecond,byignonng~~8 

cxmsldexable role in other intemati~ sphere.s. While NAT0 might wane m the absence of 

expns~aqitisnotlikelytodhppear. MostEumpans,fbrwhomNATOistheembodimerrof 

seaxiiy,opposethe~ofthe~andU.S.~~x cmutyand 

the assocmted risks will contime for sevexal yesrs snd NATO will therefore r%main~to 

its memh because of its mutual sefxity guuante8s and because of the continuing U.S. nuclear 

shed. That held has add&id value m that it prom&es nuclear non-pmhtkratxm by allowmg 

memberstatestofoqo#edeyelopmentofsuchweqons. 

Americanmfluencewillalsoremain sironginOth%r~. Dipl~,popoliticallyand 

especially economically, the U.S. has, and wtll con&me to have, sqpfkant clout. For esample, 

as of 1993, the U.S. had halfits foreign irnmtmmts ($250 billion) in Europe and generated 40 
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percent of its t&al ccxpcxate p&s tke.” 

Ox-ganbttianofchaice 

Havqvakhtedtheeqxmded~secmty~and~~that 

NAT0islessthanideallysuitedtomeetthat Iqmm%nt b%cawe of Costa and risk& It’s 

appropriate to offer an al&~&v%. Several options emt. The principai ones am th0 C)rg-tin 

(f~~,c~~)for~~aadc~ti~m~(o~cscE),the we&m 

EuqmmUnion(wEu),andthePartnersrhpfmPeace~). 

TheRuss~~theOscE,which~~twith~vingended~Co,ldW~.~ 

OSCE’s attmction lies in the f& that it is the only Eumpem mcunty organizatmn whem Russia is 

an equal player. By raismg the status of the OSCE, Russur hopes to enhance its mfluence, but that 

logicis~~totheothetstatesandonty~toieinfbicetheird~~tolinkwtth 

NATO4 

Th% WEU offers a security option that IS also acceptable to Russia4’ The WEU is the 

nommal security am of the European Union (EU) and European pillar of NATO Nine of the new 



w&htheburdenofuzquaMedmemberst. AccepMbyRussiaandend~bytheothereastern 

Europeannations,pfp i.sthebestsemritysolutimcurmntlyavaila?~leand~t ahouldreceivestrong, 

unambiguousAmencansupp&.~ 
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